I am saddened by a situation in which so few scientists appear active in social and political causes. But even closer to their work, few scientists appear concerned about why their particular work should be funded at all, and also whether the present system of funding is effective and efficient. At the most basic level, the tragedy in academia is the situation that de-focuses scientists from the realm of ideas and experiments to the constant attention to raising money.
In the past, professors in the sciences and engineering had the luxury of being able to give their full attention to their ideas and their science. Success was assembling some gear, getting new data, and explaining them with new theories. Success was a radically new experimental result or a new theory.
What a change! Today, the major success of a faculty member is the award of a contract. At least one-third of an active faculty researcher's time goes into the 'proposal system', and much emotional stress and anguish. Yet few complain. The point of our story is: was the PR-driven route the best way to do materials R&D, to capitalize on these new discoveries? My opinion is a firm 'no'. The alternative, adopted by a few countries and now by most industries, is to fund only a few of the most talented and relevant groups and wait. If there appears to be real advances in finding potential applications, then ramp up the effort.
The positive side of this story is that materials research is certainly one of the most easily justified parts of science today. Our products are tangible, making a difference in ordinary peoples' lives. And competition drives prices down. There is an excellent case for materials research, but as citizen-scientists, let us set new standards of probity and accurate justification for our needs and opportunities, and let us champion the cause of less costly-in-time processes for funding, and less focusing of research by hype. 
Citizen

